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{‘aDESCRIPTORS- #PRESCHOOL EVALUATION. #FEADINESS. PRESCHOOL
' ' EDUCATION, LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT, COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT,
‘. PRETESTING, POST TESTING, EARLY EXPERIENCE, *DISADVANTAGED
. . YOUTH, TEST RESULTS, SOICOECONOMIC BACKGROUND, LEARNING
 MOTIVATION, FOLLOWUP STUBIES, *COMPARATIVE TESTING,
"~ STATISTICAL ANALYSIS, *ACHIEVEMENT GAINS, NEW YORK, ITPA,
"_-PPVT. STANFORD BINET, HETROFOLITAN READINESS TESTS

; PREKINDERGARTENS IN 8 NEW YORK STATE SCHOOL SYSTEMS WERE
EVALUATED TO FIND OUT IF THE CHILDREN INVOLVED SHOWED :
INCREASED CAPACITY TO LEARN, AND IMPROVEMENT IN LANGUAGE AND
COGNITIVE SKILLS. 1010 DISADVANTAGED AND 225 NONDISADVANTAGED
SUBJECTS WERE RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL

. _GROUPS AND PRE- AND FOST-TESTED WITH THE STANFORD-BINET AND
~:.'THE PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST. AT THE END OF THE
" PREKINDERGARTEN YEARS THE ILLINOIS TEST OF FSYCHOLINGUISTIC
" ABILITIES WAS GIVEN, AND LATE IN THE KINDERGARTEN YEAR THE
‘1. METROPOL1TAN READINESS TESTS WERE USED TO SEE IF GAINS
’ka_OBTAINED DURING PREKINDERGARTEN WERE SUSTAINED OR INCREASED.

€ GENERAL CURRICULUM IN ALL PROGRAMS WAS THE SAME, BUT

"*?7_cER1«1N ACTIVITIES WERE ADDED TO SELECTED CLASSES. CHILDREN

WHO WERE GIVEN READING READINESS INSTRUCTION OR LANGUAGE

7" TRAINING SHOWED THE GREATEST GAINS. IMPLICATIONS ARE THAT THE
" .MOST EFFSCTIVE PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS ARE THOSE WHOSE
.- COMNTENT 1S DESIGNED TO DEVELOP COGNITIVE ACTIVITIES EFFECTIVE
. 1M INCREASING LEARNING CAFACITIES. IT ALSO APPEARS THAT -
" PREKINDERGARTEN EFFECTS WILL BE MOST LASTING IF SPECIAL

"' PROGRAMMING FOR THE DISADVANTAGED IS CONTINUED INTO THE
. PRIMARY GRADES. THIS PAPER WAS PRESENTED AT THE 1967 ANNUAL
" CONVOCATION OF THE EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION OF NEW
»hf5ﬁ;voax sTATE. Noveuaen 14, 1961. (us)
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‘-Introduction

Within the past two and a half years prekindergarten programn for

the disadvantaged have become a major focus of attention for the nation

» R T

as a whole and for educationvin particular,

With all the interest in and enthuaiaam for preschool, there is
only meager evaluatine material on nhich to base immediate'program'plans
or'long-range policiea. Thia report atems from one effort.to provide‘
empirical foundations for deciaion-making in this area. |

‘The avaluative Study of Prekinderqarten Programa for Educationally
Diaadvantaged Children here reported is a multidiatrict project involving
eight New York State school syatems* and the State Education Department. .
It receivea support from the State 8 Five Million Fund for Experimental |
Prekindergarten Programs and from the d S. Office of Education. The

four-year project started in 1965 is deaigned to determine the effect-

o Bafa.

tiveness of prekindergarten programs for'the digadvantaged on a longitu-

dinal basia'by'following'three aucceasive,waves of children into kinder-

garten, first, and second gradea. .Effectiveness is defined in terms of-
five goali for the prekindergarten:

A(l)' Increased capacity to learn 1

(2) Greater language development _ | 3

(3) Better self-concept ' B A

(4) ‘Increased motor development L p | o , i
(5) More poaitive attitudes toward achool. | o : ]

This aecond-year report covers data on two waves of prekindergarten

children and follow-up findings for Wave I with respect to the first goal.

*Cort1and Greanburgh #8, Hempatead Long Beach, Mbunt Vernon, Schenectady;
Spring Valley, and Yonkera. o

I I L . T T T Oy P



-Zm '
,' ubjects and Programn

The project population for the firat two years totalg i, 235.1 of
these, 225 were nondieadvantaged subjects concentrated in two dietricti
that conaidered aaaociation with children of different aocioeconomic
background an essential part of a program for the dieadvantaged..

| The chief criterion'for the identification of disadvantaged and non-

diaadvantaged children was the father 3 occupational rating on the Warner
'Scale. When there was no father in the home, the mother's occupation or
the general economic status of the family wae the index‘ueed.n Children
»VWere screened by achool district personnel, pretested with the-Stanford-
fBinet and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, and rnndomly asuigned to
experimental and controi groupe in each district by the research staff
in the State Education Department.

While the eight diatricts participating in the study agreed on
‘the goels of the prekindergarten as outlined, each has been free to
choose and develop ita'own ccrricclum, An effort has been made to .
encourage activities that will foster language and cognitive develop-
ment as it is in these areas that the disadvantaged have been found to
‘differ so markediy from their middle-class peers, The assumptions are
that a mejor purpose of early education for the disadvantaged ie to
6ffacthdeficiencies which cause failure in school and that language
and cognitive.skille are crucial to academic achievement.

The programs in the eight districts have much in common. With one
exception, theyloperate on a ha1f~day‘cchedu1e; The two and a half hour

sessions include free pley,'snack times, outdoor.playg rest periods, and

group activities with games, listening to stories, singing, and dancing.
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Group activities may also include identifying eolorl, naming the days of
the week, and similar exercises. There are dietinct additions to this
basic curricuium_in three of the districts. In Schenectedy, rhe children
in two classes are given individual work with reading readiness mnteriels
and go on to preprimers and primers as they are able. 1In cdrtiand, which
entered the atudy in the second year, half of the children use the
language Pattern Drills of Bereiter and Engelmann while the othera partic-‘
ipate in small-group JLScusaions planned to build language skilln. In f
Mount Vernon, where half of the children come to echool‘in veryvumall
groups for only an hour a day, the program has included brief ﬁut regular
exposure to the Edison Re3ponsire Environment Machine, the '"talking
| typewriter;" The’balance of the‘program in Mount Vernon may be best
deecribed as '"modified Montessori." |
| |  E6a1uative Procedures

The Stanford-Binet and the Peebody‘Picture Vocabulary Teat, adminia~
tered when the population was identified, were given again at the end qf.
the prekindergarten years, along with the IlIineis Test of Psycholinguistic
Abilities, to determine the effect of the preschool»experience on capacity
to learn and language development. The Metropolitan Readiness Tests
were edminiatered to Weve T children in the late spring of thelr kinder-
garteh,year to determine the effect of prekindergarten after one year.
All testing was done by teams of exeminers visiting the several districts.

In the analyeit of the test results, group means were used for pre-
testupOItteat comparisons and for comparisons by treatment, eocioeconbmic
status, district, sex, and race. ITPA results were adjuated using the
Stanford=Binet pretest as a covariate. Scores on the Metropolitan

Readiness Tests were analyzed twice, first with the pretest and then
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with the posttest‘resultl on the Stanford-Binet and the PPVT as covariateg;

- This p:bcedure makes:poasible,a.distinction between the influence'of the

prekindergarten and the kindergarten experience on readiness.

Findings

- The;fsluita offthefstatiatical analyses have been'ﬁﬁﬁmarized in four
sets of tabiea, one for eachvof the teats given. |

| ,Thé folldwing_obéervatiéna and-generalizationﬁaré dérived fr§ﬁJthe
three sets of tables for the Wave I and Wave iI children. They annWat'
these basic questioﬁaa Was the prekindergarteh experience effectiﬁe for
diaad#antaged ch{ldren,kwhat type of program was moat effective, anda%a?
the prekindergaf£én experience.equally effective for males and,female#g ;

whitéa and nonwhites? |

1. The prekindergarten experience was beneficial for the
disadvantaged as indicated by significant differences
between experimental and control children on the Stanford-
Binet, the PPVT, and tnhe ITPA. |

2. The most effective prekindergarten programs were those
with the most specific and structured cognitive activ-
ities., This is demonstrated most clearly by the |
Schenectady program which produced the greateat number
of significant differences in the two-year period. It

~ is substantiated by Cortland which, in its one yeaz
of participation, produced the greatest gain and the
largest differential between experimentals and controls
on the Stanford-Binet.

The Mt. Vernon ERE machine program was not effective,®
nor were those programs stressing the interaction of
disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged children.

3. The data on the effectiveness of the prekindergarten
experience for boys versus girls is conflicting. The
Wave I males benefited to a greater extent than did
the females. The Wave II females, on the other hand,
profited more than did the malea., A tentative hypothesis
to explain this shift would take into account the in-
creased emphasis on language development in the second
year and the generally recognized superiority of girls
on verbal aptitude,

% The use of the ERE machine has since been discontinued.
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4., TFinzilv. the prekindergarten experience was more
effective for -disadvantaged whites than for disad-
vantaged monwhitas, although, as & result of pre-
kindergarten, bsth experivantal groups were signift-
cantly different from their control counterparis.

The analyses of the Mzcropolitan Readiness data for the first wave

of subjects provide answers to two basic questions: Were differences at

the end cZ prekindergarten suatainedrin kindergarten, and &id the kinder=

garten build upon any differences praduced by the preiéhool ekperience?

The secon( question rezognizes that groups of vzoyving abiliity on an ini-

tial measure ﬁsuaily differ more 25 time passes.. Haviﬁg established Ly

the previous analyses that the disadvantaged.ex?ertmentalyand control
subjects were different groups at‘the”butset of kindergartem, it is

appropriate to ask if the gzp between them was increased.

-
-

1. The difference resulting from prekindergarten was
mainteined for the disadvantaged group as a whole,
but there was no further differentiation between
experimental and control children. In the words
of the questions, the kindergarten experience
sustained the benefits of the prekindergarten
but did not build upon them. | '

2, The first generalization holds true for Schenectady
which produced the most significant differences
between experimentals and controls at the end of
the prekindergarten years. In Schenectady the
difference was maintained, but there was no further
differentiation. |

3. The advantage achieved by the Wave I experimental

males was not maintained. The readiness scores

of the experimental females, however, were signifi-
cantly higher than those of their contiols. The
two covariance analyses show that this difference
was due to the girls' experience in prekindergarten
and not to the kindergarten program. There is

also avidence of an interaction between sex and the
kindergarten curriculun that makes for a distinet

- differentiation between boys and girls whether or
not they have attended prekindergarten.
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4. White experimeéntal children maintained thé advan-
tage found dt thé end of prekindergairten but did
not stiow any additional benefits from the kindet-
garten experience. Nonwhite experimental children,
ofi the other hand, did not maintain the ddvantage

. gvér their cortrols and are significantly differ-

o ‘ent Zrom white experimentals on readiness at the

snd of kindergarten. This contrast suggests that
programs of longitudinal effectiveness for non-
vhites have not been devised or that disadvantaged
nonwhites mors than whites require theé continudnce
sf special programiing to counteract the adverse
circumptances from which they come.

M R e

- The geneiralizationd that have beeh made are paged on only a limited
pbftion}of‘a_icﬁé-range stuﬂy.l'However, two implications seém cléar.’f~
'»ﬁifdt,‘mﬁ¢h mbré attention should be given to the‘contenﬁ'df‘ﬁhe'ptéé
 kindergarten program, especially to the development and evaiuatioh of
cognitive activitied which rnow appear to be most effective in 1ncreiiiﬁg

capacity to learn. Second, the provision of special prqgramming fpr the

T

. disadvantaged must be carrled forward; modifications in kindeigdrten snd
the eafly‘gfadeﬁ will probably be necessary if prekindergartén i# to

have lasting value.
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| Stanford-Binet I.Q‘ Chgngel
. -~ of Prekindergarten Children S TR LIS SN
o by Socioeconomic Status and Treatment 5[_5;: o ,j-e'f, 7'f ‘~?

A uwEL 1965-66

'Disadvahtaged% - NOn-Disadvantaged M

i | _ ‘ . - Exp. ,"":an.gf» - ,_Exp.» b Con,‘*“ "e '”
% : ; : N=245 - N=217 o - N=53 f'm 'V' N=54

Prestestfﬁ - 90.97 | '90_75jg '~; 105;98 ”1" 106 69fff

[Posttest X| 90.07 | 88.20 | 105.19 | ;105.917  g

' ~ |Change -.90 | -2.55% | 79 "_ .‘.'78

|pteference] < nese | Lot

{B. - WAVEII 1966-67 I o

Disadvantaged | . Non-Disadventaged

Exp. ~ Con., | Exp. .|  Con, e o :
- N=322 | N=215 : N=82 N=46 | o )

 |pretest X | 92.66 90 97; 104.27 ' 105.70

osttest X 96.71 | g0.00 | 109.28 | 065 | ]

~ |chamge |  4.05% .‘,j__'-,o.9_6._[ 5.0 | 0.89

*Significant at .05 1eve1
**Significant at .1 level




m_au.o-

~ [oeote]ss

@._,M2¢NHH<mﬁ

s MEETH W

£t 2 T

TR T A AT

a, Aswoﬁ ﬁ um unmuwuﬁumqm** ,

AT mo. uw ucmumMuum«m*

m  *wm m

*w# h

*mm.

mm o

e

| osse

mmww 

mwa@aﬂ ch.

.Mwm m

omaﬂn mm m

,Nw‘M1

Hm ¢

ho 0= m# onv

000

€5°1

51°1-

9T

omwawj

£

~ #8usyp

s .mm_w,.m_m

oo

;wawﬁw 

¢m 68 wawm

.__._ma.m_w_

_qnwwm

25798

ow,@w

,Nu.hm,

€E°E6

%°96

S1°66

96°16

L1°L6

«n Hm mN,Nm

forros

05°26.

#o ﬁm

mm om<

26°26

€8°€6 | 65°98

62°L8

,NN.hm

omwﬁm‘

€9°L6|6L°96

22°€6

veege | X |
: | ase3sag

35933803

X

“ST=R|
_‘uop|

nu.z_
~dxy

.,Jnao.

6T~N| 61=N

N | €7=N
*dxyg

_“uop| -dxg

_m¢Nﬂz
;.GOU

edxg

thz,

.H@H
+dxg

“8E=N

Zv_,mNuz

82=N
- m“m

TEZ=N|

mm z
. omﬁ

- GO;.V

T 91=N

cuop| -dxy

Ee=N

BN
;.QNH

£2=N
*uop

vnmﬁupou,

T SIevuo}

TTeA a5

Athuoeuwaum

—peeIsdmeg

Y3anquesad

UOLISA "IN

TITNG

pueT3Io)

mnomzmwozom

~Yowveg SuoT

. SNOENIOOUAIFAH

:.M.Mwm‘

g

A S £ AR e P A b

| ' 19-996T II FAVM

oo ¢

1 1800

0§y

mw N

' 66°C

,_—_H 010

-337d]

| 6°1-

90°2

| sove-

&.-mﬁ

96°€-

¥ 8

ﬁw.o-

om €- mo.ﬁz

ﬁ#.Oa,oq Y-

[se-

ww I..ﬂ,l. .

.,_uwnmﬁj

|oLs6

16798 | L2°s8

quam,.awwun

9Y°€6

06788

%9°88

199°46

oo.mm

€L°98

thmm..umuuuno&

X

qo mm.

9L°98|L7°06

| 18°88

¥E"06

TL*%6

£9°€6

9L°26

£9°68 | L0°S6

0%°06

16788

SE°16

X

SE=NT
*uop

¢¢lzw
cedxyg

TN
‘uonj

Qaunm

 NwHZ,

EC=N
“ruop}

Naqnz

‘dxg

WNTZ ,WN"Z
*uop}| *dxy

 62=N ._,mnwnz.
S cuopl- QNN

..ﬁNwz.

Ot=N
*uon| dxy

ZE=N| 6%=N

*uoy |

,.mum,

_A91TBA °ds

%umuuoﬁmnum

nummm wcoq

- pre3sduay

3aInquaaly

Tuouisp ‘IN

~ SIejuoyx

mDOHZHUQEom

.,unﬂuvuﬂ;

o «_.oormmm~ ,Hum><3

SNOINIIOYH.LAH

R

.m,__@.ucwauwmua vaw .uo«uuWﬁn .Emuwoum mo onm& £q pe19aeT
R  ulaPITUYH umuumwhmvcwxmhm pa3rvyurvApesIq
: ‘3o muwnmsu..o 1 uozam-vuomnmum

11 316V

e

LA MRS AT b B T




o it g SR AR RSP ST € A R (R ORI S NN A Y

| ~’TABtE mo

. tanford-Binet I. Q. Changes of L
Diaadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
" by Treatment and Sex | S

A i-f. g  ¥ 51»g7z WAVE I 1965-66

Ekpertmental Cbhtrbif;;C'

I

I1

IIT

AR

s
__N=123

_chale"

N=122

 Male

N'109

Aermale*'

 |Pretest X

91,85

;1 8#92 =

92,74

 |posttast ¥

{“89586 h

90,11

Change

0.24

S a1,00% 0 |

e2.31%

|pifference |

2.23

032

”niff;-x-xxx‘~ |

2,55%%

DLEE. TI-IV

| 0.64 B

B.

. WAVE II

1966-67

Experimental

 Control

IT_

_III

,.Male -
_N=158

N=164

Femalei

Male
‘N=1G9‘

" Female
. N#lgg,‘

. Pre,i':'es‘_t X

- 91.85

- 93.43

90,52

91,43

 |posttest X

94,73

 98.50

89.18

VJChahge,>

2.88%

5.17%

“1.34

-0.57

N Différengg B

2.20%%

0.77

DAfE, T-IIT
Diff. II-IV

4,22%

-l

*Significant at .05 level
,**Significant at .1 level




TABLE IV

Stanford-Binet I.Q. changel of
Disadvantaged Prekindergarten children
by Treatment and Race =

i

t

‘,

1

s

[

3

:

B,
A

ARk e e

*Signlficant‘ét’.os lévél"

#kSignificant at .1 level

CWAVE T 1965-66
EXperimsntal , | CQntrq1  f:
1 I T —T1L — IV
| Noanhite White | Non-White | White
N=159 N=86 _N=l121 | N=06
Pretest X | 88.82 | 94.95 87.79 | 94.59
 [postrest X | 87.41 95,08 85.20 92.28
‘Change -1.41 0.13 =2,59% f -2.31%
 |ptfference 1.54 8.28
Diff. I-IIL L 1.18 L
DLEF, TI-IV l 2,44 l
B. VAVE TI 1966=67 .
Experimgntal Control |
I 1 T |1V
Noanhite White Non-White ‘White
N=167 N=155 N=107 N=108 _
Pretest X 90.54 04 , O 87.22 94,69
Posttest X | 91.99 101,79 | '85.45 | 94.53
|change L,45%% 6.85% | ~L.77%% | =0.16
pifference 5.40% 1.61
Diff. I-IIT g 3,22% [ |
DLfE. II-IV l _7.01% 1
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TABLE V

'*.Q. Changgs of

Disadvantaged Prekindergarten CHildren o

by Truatmant Race, and Sex ”’ ¥ ,_w

»Exg§f1manta1

WAVE I 1965-66

~ Control. . _

T

1T

_ITI

IV

':V' '

VL

,}vll;;;;;lix 7.1

Noanhite
Male
. N=76

- White
~ Male

N=47

Non~White
Female |

| White,'
- Female ||

o N"‘3°

‘ Non‘Whita

Male

White]'
- Mals

FomiTa]

: Femalé
N=61 -

—

retest X -

87,35

- 94.53

_N=83
90,16

. 95 46

11 ss.13 |

. N=60 b

zFNéég
if93;557.

5}90.41

osttest X

86.58

-  96&43  

88.17 |

.'93¥46  :f.i83;77 ;

190,08 |

86.61 |

Eangen' 8

1'1‘90>

2,00 |

3.47%

L_.

ifference.v

077 |

2,67

- 0,01

=136 |

ERTR

 .3;80*2;‘_,,,‘

iff.
giffs
1££,
1£F,

-V

LI-VI

0,59

III-VII

IV-VIIT

5.37%

_1.81

om

. . Lo A
L P R T T A I S L L L.

WAVE II 1966-67

——

Experimental -

Control

I

II

II1

IV

v

VII

_VIII

I Non-White

Male
N=77

White
Male
=81

Non-White
Female
N=90

White
Fenale
N-74'

Non~White

Male
N=47

“White
~ Male

:N=62

|Non-White|
- Female
N=60

— White |
Female §
. Nw46 |

retest -1.(‘

89.62

93,98

91.32

96.00

© 85.49

9434 |

88.57 |

95,17

osttest -2-('

20.26

98.99

93.47

104,85

82,57

Coka19 |

87.70.

94,98 |

e

hange

0.64

5,01

2,15%

:'8§85*.

.'2092**

| ?0115f;

 =0.87

ifferenca |

o

b o 37%%

6,70*’

2,77

Eiffu I~V
1ff.

;ff.

Fff.

k.

II=VI

3.56%%

ITI-VIT

W-vIrr

Léignificant at .05 level
3ignificant at .1 level

3.,02%%
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o TABLE VI A | |
‘ Matrix'of Significant Differenaes Between Héan I Q. Changes "'fi T
g " on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale of Lo e
 Prekindergarten Children Leveled by o e
Treatment, Race, Socioeconomic Status, and Sex ;
- WAVE I 1965-66
GROUP
W DM
wDF |
WNM
W N F

{;Nw DM

iNWDF

NW N M

NW N F.

WDM

WDF

WNM

WNF

NWw D M

NWDF

NW N M

NWNF

= A difference at the .05 level of significance in favor of the group listed
along the ordinate

*% = A’'difference at the .1 level of sigpificance in favor of the group listed

along the ordinate ‘ ' ’

Code - |
E -~ Experlmental W = White | D = Disadvantaged { M = Male ' .
C~= = Control | ' NW7= Non-White N = NondisadVantaged F = Femalé |




TABLE Vi B

Matrix of Significant Differences Between Mhan I.Q. Changen

on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale of
Prekindergarten Children Levelad by

Treatment, Race, Socioeconomic Status, and Sex

WAVE I1 1966-67

? MEAN
ROUP | N |CHANGE
/D M 81 | 5.01
' DF |74 | 8.85
N x |37 ] 8.84
% NF |24 | 1.87 !
Ew'n M {77 | 0.64 ; .
W DF {90 | 2.15 | \ ! 2 * | xx) - | %
WON M 10 | 2.90 | T\\\; ,g L * - | *
: i | , j
W NF |11 | 2.27 ! ;\\\l ;
DM 62 |-0.15 | \\\\ -
!DE |46 |-0.19 AN -
yN M (23] 1,61 \\\\ .
NF |16 { 2.81 | \\5\\ ok = |
WD M {47 |-2.92 ; § ’ \\\\ -
WD F 160 |-0.87 f : \\\\\'-
w1200 -] - | - - b =-1=-1-1- -
WNF |6 JJll | -
) .

= A difference at the
along the ordinate

*% = A difference at the
- along the ordinate

Code

E = Experimental W
C = Control NW

.05 level of significance in favor of the group 1isted;_

.1 level of significance in favor df the group listed‘t

rats.
-
-
L]

White

Non-White

D = Disadvantaged

N = Nondisadvantaged

[T

hj’}'

iale

emale




Evaluative Study of Prekindergarten Programs

for Educationally Disadvantaged Ch{ldren

PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST RESULTS
Analysis of Pre-Post-Test Scores

for Two Waves of Prekindergarten Children

WAVE T  1955-66

WAVE 11 1966-67

Office of Research and Evaluatioﬁ
New York State Education Department

November 1967
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TABLE 1

P.P,V.T. Raw Score Changes

of Prekindergarten Children
by Socioeconomic Status and Treatment

WAVE I 1965-66

Disadvantaged

Non-Disadvantaged

Exp.
N=249

Con,
N=214

Exp.
N=52

Con.
N=55

Pretest X

30.50

30.01

43,31

42.15

Posttest i

43,76

41,37

52.77

52,33

Change

13,26%

11.36%*

9.46%

10,18%

Difference

1.90%*

0.72

WAVE 11 1

2

Disadvantaged

Non-Disadvantaged

Exp.
N=320

" Con.
N=213

Exp.
N=81

Con.
N=46

Pretest"ﬁ

32,43

31,42

44,21

45,54

Posttest X

43.78

41,35

53.21

54.65

Change

11,35%

9.93%

9.00%

9.11%

Difference

1.42%%

0.11

*Significant at .05 level
*%Significant at .1 level




TOWYTYTeATT TT OITTLOTYEN, ey Ty o

e e AR

URIPITYD uelaeSaepullydiad peSeiuvApesid
Jo se3uwy) 931095 MBY ‘L°A°d°d

II TI9VL

m 19497 1° 318 JUBOTITUSISyx
T9A9T GO° 1B JUBDIIFUBISy
LEE 690 s1°2 *1T°Yy €0°0 68°0 ##9E "€ 18°2 €L°0 *oue293330
89°8 |so°z1 | 89°s |z€°6 | 09°z1|scowi| €8°9 | %0 11| 09°01|€9°01 | ¥O11|€6° 1T | vO°L |Ov-O1 | SZ°8 |90°11 § €8°O1 {01 °O1 @3usyy|
= X * *__ x __ lx ¥ ¥ * ® % ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ | ¥ *
] 6L°cyiec 8y | 6L°2V{ES EY 6€°0%|12°€% | 8G°8E| #O°SH | 92 W[ 8L°2Y | LE°QE|9E°BE || OE"BE |TL €Y | €9°LY7|T1°SY | LS ¥7[68° %Y . uuwuhmwu
11°velst-oc § 11ve|ot1 e | 6L°22)9v 8z | sL 1€|00°vE | 99°c€|s1°2€E | €€ Sz|€EN 92 9Z°IE|TE°EE | BE 6E|90°WE || WL °EE|6L°YE uuwmmwm
A 6T=N| 2¢=N|]| 6I=N| 6I=N| E¥=N| 8 uz #Z=N} Lz=N| 8€=N| 1%=N| LZ=N| 82=N|| €I=N| SS=N | 9I=N| €€=N} €T=N| L¥y=N
W ‘uop| °dxg ] cuop| °*dxg| -°uop .mum *uog| °*dxy| ‘uop| °dzxg| cuop| °dxg|| °cuop| °dxy | °uop| °dxyj -uoH .Num
; puejlao)n - pueIlIn) sIajquox | ASIIBA °ds | ApelOauaydsg yoeag suo] pEeasduay | ysanquaads uouIap °*IN
T11a SNOINITIOHOH SNOINTDOWIITH C Rl i
: NI LIVd .
£9-9961 T1I JAVM °d
I1°2 L6°1 x1€°S 9€°¢ #%°0 76°1 A a4 9OUIIIII A
I¥°CL|2S° %1 | TL°TI1|89°€1 | ¥8°6 |ST ST | ¢L°8 80°21{ S9°zt1{1z 2L | 89°T11|vL"6 § vi-zT|1E°%T 98usyy|
¥ - |= ¥ ¥* ¥ ¥ ¥ > §x ¥ * ¥ | » ¥
X
09°Z7|16°SY | w1 Th|2C1 %Yy | 88°1%{19°8% | £6°0Y% ¢m.m¢. €6°¢7|91°¢ch | LO*SY|LS 0% || OE°LE|TIL 1Y unoummvm
gz oclec 1| €v 0| wv 0E | ¥O*2E|9Y°€E | 12 2E[9% 1€ || 82 OE|S6°6C | 6E°CE[EB°0E | 91 °ST|0% LT uuuwmwm
ceE=N| %9%=N T2=N| %€=N ¢S=N| 1%=N 8¢=N| 92=N 62=N}j L-=N 82=N]| 0t=N LE=N]| 8%=N
*uon| °dxzm ‘uog| <dxy *uop| °dxy ‘uop| °d=y *uop| -dxgy *uop| -dxg *‘uop| °*dxy
sIajuox | Aa1iBA °ds | Apeaosusydg | yoeag 3duoq peejsdusy | ysanqueaas|l uouasp °*IN
SNOINIIOWOH SNOINIDOYALIH AR !
. 99-6961 1 HAVM Vo
JUswWleal] pur ‘301aIsTU ‘meaBoxg Jo adLl £q peroas]




TABLE III1

| P.P.V.T. Raw Scofé.Changes of
Disadvantaged Prekindexgarten Children
by Treatment and Sex

*Significant at .05 level
*%Significant at .1 level

A. WAVE I 1965-66
Experimentai Control’
I 11 I1I v
Male Female Male Female
_ N=125 N=124 N=109 =105 |
Pretest X 30.42 30.51 29.10 31.06
Posttest X 45.13 42.42 42.44 40,35
Change 14.71% 11.91% 13.34% 9,29%
Difference 2.80% 4.05%
Diff. I-III N 1.37 §
Diff. II-IV | 2.62% |
B. WAVE II 1966-67
Experimental Control
i II 111 IV
elss | Tk | Mels, | Tembs
Pretest X 32,94 31.95 32.04 30.78
Posttest X 44,12 43.46 42.39 40.27
Change 11.18%* 11.51* 10.35* 9.49 %
Difference ' 0.33 0.86
Diff. I-III | 0.83 |
Diff. II-IV 1 2., 02%% 1

i
i
:
¥
|
4
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TABLE IV

P.P.V.T. Raw Score Changes of
Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
by Treatment and Race

A. WAVE I 1965-66
' Experimental Control :
L 11 I11 1V
Non-White | White Non-White | White 3
; N=163 N= 86 N=120 " N= 9% ¢
Pretest X 27.58 35.92 | 27.40 33.46
[Posttest X 40.99 49.07 | 39.00 44,50
[Change 13.41% 13.15% 11.60% 11.04%*
Difference 0.26 0.56
Diff. I-III | 1,81%* |
Diff. II-IV | | 2. 1L%% |

WAVE II 1966-67
Experimental Control
1 11 111 v
Non-White White Non-White White

| N= 166 N= 154 N= 105 N= 108
Pretest X .| 28.81 36.34 26,71 36.00
bPosttest X | 40.41 47.41 36.50 46 .06
Change 11.60% 11.07% 9,79% 10.06%
Difference 0.53 0.27
Diff. I-III | 1.81 . |
DIff. II-IV | L.01 i

- | - *Significant at .05 level
r **Significant at .1 level




' ‘ ‘ TABLE V

P.P.V.T. Raw Score Changes of
Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
by Treatment,. Race, and Sex

a
i
|
5.

A ~  WAVE 1 1965-66 | ‘» 1.
Experimental Control ’
1 11 111 IV v VI V11 VIII
Non-White | White |[Non-White| White |Non-White | White [Non-White | White
Msle Male Female Female Male Male Female Female
N= 78 N=47 N= 85 N= 39 N=60 N= 49 N= 60 N= 45
Pretest X 26.69 36.60 28.40 35.10 | 25.93 32.98 | 28.87 | 33,98
Posttest X | 41.27 51.53 | 40.73 | 46.10 | 40.33 45.02 | 37.67 | 43.93
Change 14.58% 14.93%| 12.33%| 11,00%| 14.40% 12.04% 8.80% 9.95%
Difference 0.35 1.33 N 2.36 1.15
Diff. 1-V | 0.18 | o .
Diff. II-VI ' N . 2.89%% M
Diff. III-VII | | | 3.53% O
Diff. IV-VIIL : - | B 1.05 | | :
B. . WAVE 11 1966-67 ' ;
Experimentél ' Control ‘ g
1 11 111 IV v VI VII VIIL ;
Non-White | White |[Non-White] White on-White | White |[Non-White | - White !
Male Male Female Female Male Male Female Femnle 3
‘ N=76 N=80 N=90 | N=74 N=47 N=62 N=38 =46 |
|Pretest X 28.70 36.96 28.90 35.66 | - 27.55 35.44 | 26.03 36.76 | :
|Posttest X 40.91 47.16 39.99 47.68 | 36.87 46,56 36.21 45.39
|Change 12.21* | 10.20%| 11.00%| 12.02%¢| 9.32¢ | 11.12¢] 10.18¢]  s.63%
iDifference 2.01 0.93 1.80 1.55 '?
 Diff, I-V | 2,89k | |
Diff. 1I-VI | 0.92 l
Eniff. I1I-VII | L 0.91 | l
' Diff. IV-VIII | | | 3.,39% |

i

| %Significant at .05 level
 *%Significant at .1 level

Q




TABLE VI A

Matrix of Significant Differences between Mean Raw Score Changel
on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
of Prekindergarten Chilidren Leveled by
Treatment, Race, Sociceconomic Status, and Sex .

WAVE I 1965~66

| MEAN

our | N ICHANGE

Dy |47 |14.93 AN "
;D F|39]1L.00

Ny |14 ]10.36

NF |22] 9.40

DM |78 14.58

;D ¥ |85} 12.33

W N M {10 10.40

INF | 6] 6.00

DM |49 12.04

DF_|45] 9.95

NM |19]10.79

NF |26 9.27 i .

" DM |60 14.4.0 *k | kk| % % * \ * *
WDF 160| 8.80 i \

ﬁ NMl 4119.250 % | * * * | % % * | * * | _* % * *
UNF | ¢| 6.16 i 1 i

ek

= A difference at the

along the ordinate
*% = A difference at the
along the ordinate

Code '
E = Experimental )

C = Control : Nw

/

.05 level of significance in favor of the group listed

.1 level of significance-in favor of the group listed

White
-Non-White

D =
N =

Disadvantaged
Nondisadvantaged

1 s & el ol e et e

Bon

Male
Female

. . e s

4
¥
p
i
]
{
i
3
|
E




Matrix of Sig
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TABLE VI B

nificant Differences between Mean Raw Score Changex

on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

of Prekindergarten Children Leveled by
Treatment, Race, Sociocaconomic Status, and Sex

WAVE II 196667
5/ 3/ 5/ &
N, \@Q
§- MEAN v/ %/ & 4;% q:‘ o/ 4
ROUP | N_|CHANGE
;DM | 80| 10.20 |
i DF |74 12,02 | . -
INM |37 7.8 -
NF | 24! 8.63 ' B,
w DM | 76| 12,21 BTN £ | * " .
WDF {90 11.09] * \ *+ -
WNM 9] 10.67 \\\\\ _
WwNFE |11 12.36 14\\\\. -
yp M |62 11.12 * ; ’\\ wok .
DF |46 8.63 | ‘ | -
Ny |23 7.7 \\3 ‘;,'
NF |16] 9.00 AN -
wou |47 9.32) ! \ -
wDF |58 to.i8] \,
WNM]| 1f 19.00 f - -] = S R I T O R I
\W N F | 6‘_13.02" g * | % x| % Jex |ax - |

&

* = A diilerence at the

alcry the ordinate
*% = A’'diiference at the.
along the ordinate

Code

E = Experimental

C = Control

W = White
= Non-White

D = Disadvantaged
N = Nondisadvantaged

. F = Female .

-

.05 level of significance in favor of the group listed

.1 1eve1'of significance in favor of the'group liéted' ,




Evaiuative Study of Prekindergarten Programsv

for Educationally Disadvantaged Children

ILLINOIS TEST OF PSYCHOLINGUISTIC ABILITIES
Results for Two Waves of Prekindergartén.Children
WAVE I  1965-66 -
WAVE II 1966-67
Analysis of Covariance on ITPA Scores
at End of Prekindergarten with

}Stanford-Binet Pretest as Covariate

Office of Research and Evaluation
New York State Education Department

November 1967
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TABLE I

| - Comparison of Adjusted Means on‘thé ‘
- 11llinois Test of Paycholinguistic Abilities
- of Prekiridergarten Children by

‘Socioeconomic Status and Treatment

A. WAVE I 1965-66
Disadvantaged . Non=Disadvantaged
;Exp. - Con. EXp. { Con.
N= 243 N= 216 N= 53 Nm 51
Adjusted Mean | 57,08 51.88 | 69.18 | 67.05
Difference 5.20% 2.13
B. WAVE IT 1966~67
Diigdvantaged Non=Disadvantaged
ExXp. Con. Exp. ~Con,
N=317 N=212 N=80 N=46
| Adjusted Mean 61.54 ) 57.53 70.77 70.18
Difference 4.01% 0.59
*Signifiecant at .05 level




Canla S ATEEE ibradt hs s TS

Rl i S S s d e o b i

19491 GO° 3I¥ JUBDIITUBISy

oL

60°¢S ¥E1°L *98°9 ¢0°1 8¢°0 ¥9€°9 70°0 0L°1 - *33Ta
: — . T . e
GH°€9] ¥5°8B9| 7.°9G|L8°E9 | 68°9C mn.mi L1°8S| 61°6S] 81°9S| 9%°96| 82°96S |#9°29 {1 Z8°¢&S | 98° /6| 6%° LS mH.vamez PY
mHHZ mﬂﬂﬂz m._wﬂ h#"z tl= N.Nnuz 8¢t = .H..NHZ wNNZ LT =N ¢C=N| ¥S=N 91=N| 2€=N =N| L%=N
) ‘uop| °dxy *uony *dxg| .:ou *dxyg| cuop] °-dxyg *uoy| “dxy *uony| °dxy *uoy| °dxg m.mau, .Ww
. ,,vcwﬁuuou, vmw~uuou saoquox| 4Keiiep °dg| Apeiosuayog _ yoevag ZuoT pe9jsduay y3anquasay uoua’dp IR
. TITNG erpeqye
NYELIVA SNOINI IONOH SON0ANIO0YHLIH AR
£9-996T 1II FAVM b §
%YL €2T°S +86°8 01*Ss €1y 10°0 6%°S *331d
65°¢9) T0°09|S0°2S | 8C°LS| S%°CS| €0°19| 60 %S| 61°6S| 96°0S] 60°SS| 08°%S| 62°%S |LT1*Ly | 99°2ZS nmmww%u«
1€= 6€=N 8I=N| 1€=N 2S=N| O¥=N %e= ¢i=N 8C=N| 9€=N 8Z=N| 0€=N SE=N] S¥=N
*uo *dxqy *uon| c-dxyg *uoy| -dxyg *uo *dxy *uop| °dxg| cuon| °dzxg *uon| °-dxg
saajuox{ 4A911ep °dS| Apejosusyds yovag 3uoT peo3sdusy y3inquasais uouasp ‘I
SNOINIOOWOH SNOANTIOYHIHH . 8
90-G96T I JAVM ‘v

juswieaa] pue ‘3101I38F(d ‘weadexd Jo 9dLI £q payar’T
UaapIIyD uldjavZaapuiyoagd paSeauwapesig JO
B9TITTIqV ©F383nSuljoysisg Jo 389 BFOUTTII 3yl uo
suwdl{ peisn{py 3o uosjawdmo)

I1 TI9VL




bl i IR . e R
& 1

TABLE III

Comparison of Adjusted Means

on the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilitiess
of Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
by Treatment and Sex

A. "WAVE I 1965-66
Experimental ~ Control
i T1 TIT TV
Male Female Male Female
| N=123 N=120 N=109 | N=107
Adjusted Mean 57.38 56,77 51.04 52,72
Difference 0.61 1.68
piff, I-III i 6.34% |
Diff, II-IV 1 4,05% |
B. WAVE II 1966-67
Experimental Control
1 II I1I IV
Male Female Male Female
N=156 Nw161 N=108 N=104
Adjusted Mean 61.66 61.43 56.59 58.50
Difference 0.23 1,91
Diff. I~-III { 5.07% ]
DLfE, TI-IV I 2,93 J

*#Significant at .05 level
%**Significant at .1 level
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TABLE IV

Comparison of Adjusted Means
on the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities

of Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
by Treatment and Race

A. WAVE I 1965-66
Experimental Control
1 11 111 1V
Non-White White Non-White White
N=159 N=84 N=121 N=95
Adjusted Mean 54,34 62.28 51.28 52.62
Difference 7.94% 1,34
Diff., I-III | 3.06% | |
DLff., II-IV | 9,66% |
B. WAVE 1I1I 1966-67
Experimental Control -
T i1 111 v
Non-White White Non-White White
N=162 N=155 N=104 N=108
Adjusted Mean 59.51 63.73 53.26 61.54
Difference 4,22% 8.28%
Diff. I-III | 6.25% |
DIfE. II-IV | 2.19 |

*Significant at .05 level




TABLE V

Comparison of Adjusted Means

on the Illinols Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities
of Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
by Treatment, Race, and Sex

WAVE I 1965-66

E Experimental Control
f R 11 111 v v VI VII VILI
| Non-White White [Non-White | White |[Non-White | White [Non-White ]| White
Male Male Female Female Male Male Female Female
N=76 N=47 N=83 N=37 N=60 N=49 N=61 N=46
djusted Mean| 55,84 64.20 56.03 64 .40 52.60 52,57 53,02 56.69
{fference 8.36% 8.37% 0.03 3.67
(FE. 1-V | 3.24 1
(£F, II-VI y 11.63% |
(ff, III-VII I 3.01 |
L£f, IV-VIIT I 7.71% l
. WAVE II 1966-67
Experimental Control
1 11 II11 v \ Vi VI1 VIiI
Non-White White |[Non-White|]| White |[Non-White | White on-White | White
Male Male Female Female Male Male Female Female
N=75 - N=81 - N=g§7 N=74 N=46 N=62 N=58 N=46
justed Mean| 60,66 62.56 58.51 65.03 51,57 60,17 54,57 63.41
[fference 1,90 6.52% 8. 60% 8.84%
£E, I-V | 9.09% 41
ff, II-VL | 2.39 |
ff. III-VIIL | 3.,94%% I

tSignificant at .05 level
?Significant at .1 level

3
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TABLE VI A

Matrix of Significant Differences Between Adjusted Means
on the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities
of Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
Leveled by Treatment, Race, and Sex

WAVE 1 1965-66

- yi \ _p e % .
<Y Q Q Q
ADJ " N //:* &/ 8 YRV AV
. Q;// % & % S S (&) ©
GROUP N MEAN

h * * * *
EWM 47 | 64,20 “ . 8.36 | 8,17 | 11,63 7.51 | 11,60 11,1&

. * * * * * %*
EWF 37 | 64.40 8.56 | 8,37 | 11,83 7.71 | 11.80} 11,38

ENWM | 76 55.84|| \\\\\\
| |

ENHF | 83 56.03'
CWF | 46 |56.69

cNunm | 60 | 52.60 \\\\\\
cCNWF |61 |53.02 \\\l

* = A difference at the .05 level of significance in favor of
the group listed along the ordinate '

*% = A difference at the .1 level of significance in favor of
the group listed along the ordinate

CWM 49 | 52,57

Code
E = Experimental W = White M = Male
C = Control NW = Non-White F = Female




TABLE V1 B - | | 4

Matrix of Significant Differences Between Adjuated Means
‘on the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities
- of Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
Leveled by Treatment, Race, and Sex

WAVE 11 1966-67

YWY \
qfi < §§ Qﬁb 053
GROUP N Y/ % A ©
* * *
EWwM | 81 14.05 10.99| 7.99
* * * + *|
EWF 74 4,37 | 6.52 | 4.86 13.46{10.46
| o %
ENWM | 75 | 60.66 | 9.09| 6,09
I o
ENWF | 87 | 58.51 6.94| 3,94
% *
CwM | 62 | 60,17 I | 8.60| 5,60
% * *
CNWM | 46 | 51,57 : \
CNWF | 58 | 54,57

* = A difference at the .05 level of significance in favor of
the group listed along the ordinate '

*% = A difference at the .1 level of significance in favor of
the group listed slong the ordinate

Code
E = Experimental W = White M = Msle
C = Control NW = Non-White F = Female




Evaluative Study of Prekindergarten Programs

for Educationally Disadvantaged Children

METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS

Analysis of Covariance on Scores of Wave I Children
at End of Kindergarten, 1967, with Two Sets of
Covariates:
A. Pretest Scores on Stanford-Binet and PPVT»

B. Posttest Scores on Stanford-Binet and PPVT

Qffice of Research and Evaluation
New York State Education Department

November 1967
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TABLE I

Comparison of Adjusted Means
on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
of Wave I Disadvantaged Children
by Socioeconomic Status and Treatment

A, Covariates: S=-B and PPVT Pretest Scores
" Disadvantaged Non-Disadvantaged
Exp. Con, Exp. . Con,
< _N=195 N=161 N=34 N=45
Adjusted Mean 44,14 41,40 60.20 61.18
Difference ~ 2,74% 0.98
B. Covariates: S-B and PPVT Posttest Scores
Disadvantaged Non-Disadvantqged>
" Exp. . Com, Exp. Con.
N=195 N=161 N=34 N=45
Adjusted Mean 43.43 42,27 60.69 60.81
Difference 1.16 0.12

*Significant at .05 level
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TABLE III

Comparison of Adjusted Means
on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
of Wave I Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
by Treatment and Sex

A. Covariates: S-B and PPVT Pratest Scores
Experimental Control
1 11 T1i1 ™V
Male Female Male Female
N=101 N=94 N=80 N=g81
Adjusted Mean | 42,67 | 45,72 40.48 | 42,30
Difference  3,05%% 1.82
Diff. I-III . 1 2,19 |
Diff. II~-IV L 3,42%% |
;?y  Covariates: S-B and PPVT Posttest Scores
Experimental Control
1 II I1I1 IV
Male Female Male Female
| N=101 N=9% N=80 N=81.
Adjusted Mean | 41,25 | 45,70 40.64 | 43.95
Difference 4.45% 3,31%%
DLff, I~III | 0,61 |
Diff. II~IV L 1.75 |

*Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .1 level
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TABLE IV

Comparison of Adjusted Means
on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
of Wave 1 Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
by Treatment and Race

A. covariatel: S~B and PPVT Pretest Scores
Experimental Control
I IT TIT i v
Non=Whit Whit Non~Whit White
°Ripste | Nhige |Nepdagite| RNNZ
Adjusted Mean | 43.00 46,58 40,34 42.88
Difference 3,58%% 2.54
- Diff., I-III L 2,66 ~J
DLff. II=IV 1 3.70%* J

B. Covariates: S-B and PPVT Posttest Scores
Experimental Control
I II III IV
Non-White | White Non=White White
N=129 N=66 N=99 N=62
Adjusted Mean | 42.69 45,01 41,53 43,30
Difference 2,32 1.77
piff, I-III L 1.16 |
DLff. TI=IV L 1,71 |

**Significant at .1 level
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TABLE V
Comparison of Adjusted Means |
on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
of Wave I Dimadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
- by Treatment, Race, and Sex
A. ' Covariates: S~-B and PPVT Pretest Scores
Experimental ‘ Control .
‘ I II I11 1V \' Vi Vi1 VIII
Non-White White |[Non-White | White |Non-White | White |[Non-White | White
Male Male Female Female Male Male Female Female
N=63 N=38 N=66 N=28 N=49 N=31 { .N=50 N=31
Adjusted Mean| 41,65 44,50 44,41 48,86 40.39 40.36 | 40.47 45.34
Difference 2.85 4,45 0.03 4.87%%
Diff, I-V I 1.26 |
Diff. TII-VI ' L 4.1 I
Diff, III-VII | 3.94%* |
Diff, IV-VIII ' | 3.52 |
B. Covariates: S-B and PPVT Posttest Scores
Experimental Control
1 I1 ‘ I11 1v v Vi VIi VII1
Non-White White |[Non-White| White |[Non-White | White [Non-White | White
Male Male Female Female Male Male Female Female
N=63 N=38 N=66 N=28 N=49 N=31 N=50 N=31
Adjusted Mean 39.52 43,16 44,65 49.04 38.45 41,22 43,08 48.63
Difference 3.64 4.39 2,77 5.55%%
Diff. I-V | . 1l.07 B
Diff. 1II-VI | 1,94 |
Diff. III-VII | | 1.57 l
Diff. IV-VIII | ] 0.41 |

**Significant at .1 level
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TABLE VI A

Matrix of Significant Differences Between Adjusted Means !

on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
of Wave I Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
Leveled by Treatment, Race, and Sex

WA éj

GROUP | N | MEAN s/ S/
EWM | 38 | 44.50 | | |

. * * * *
EWF | 28 | 48.86 7.21 8.50 8.47 | 8.39

*k sk

ENWF | 66 | 44,41 4.02 | 3.94
cwm |31 |40.36 ‘
CWF | 31 | 45.34 4.95 |4.87
cnuM | 49 | 40.30) v \
CNWF | 50 | 40.47 |

* = A difference at the .05 level of significance in favor of
the group listed along the ordinate

%%k = A difference at the .1 level of significance in favor of
the group listed slong the ordinate

Code .

E = Experimental W = White M = Male

C = Control NW = Non-White F = Female
1

Covariates: S-B and PPVT Pretest Scores




AT T LT W T YT T e AT

S T ST e

4 —— , S » -

|
|
- |
TABLE VI B
Matrix of Significant Differences Between Adjusted Means1
on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
of Wave 1 Disadvantaged Prekindergarten Children
Leveled by Treatment, Race, and Sex
> 4 > L
NIV IV E VARV
GROUP N | MEAN
_ ! - >
EWM 38 | 43.16 ; | 4,71 -
: % % * | *k
EWF |28 |49.04 S.Bﬂ 9.52. 7.82 %10.59 5.96
ENWM| 63 | 39,52
% *
ENJF | 66 | 44,65 5.13 6.20
CWM 31 | 41.22 _
' * * % :
CWF |31 |48.63] 545" 9.11 7,41 10.18 | 5.55"
CNWM |49 |38.45 \
Fek
CNWF | 50 | 43.08 ‘ 4.63

* = A difference at the .05 level of significance in favor of
the group listed along the ordinate

*% = A difference at the .l level of significance in favor of
the group listed slong the ordinate

Code '
E = Experimental W = White M = Male
C = Control ~ NW = = Female

Non-White F

1Covariates: S-B and PPVT Posttest Scores




